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PER CURI AM

Muhanmad Doza,! a native and citizen of Bangl adesh,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals affirmng wthout opinion the Inmgration Judge s (1J)
deni al of asylum and w thhol ding of renoval. Doza disputes the
| J’s negative credibility finding and asserts that he established
his eligibility for asylum

Upon our review of the admnistrative record, we find
t hat substantial evidence supports the 1J's conclusion that Doza
failed to establish eligibility for the relief sought. 8 U S. C

§ 1105a(a)(4) (1994);2 8 C.F.R § 1208.13(b) (2003): Figeroa v.

INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th Cir. 1989). Doza thus cannot neet the

hi gher standard for wthholding of deportation. See INS v.

Car doza- Fonseca, 480 U. S. 421, 430 (1987).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review ']

di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions

!Also listed as Petitioners dependent on Doza' s application
for relief are Doza’s wi fe, Rokeya Khanam and four sons, Mhanmed
Shansuddoha, Mhamred Sadrul ul a, Mosammat Jabunnesa, and Mohamred
Mohi uddi n.

W note that 8 U S.C. § 1105a(a)(4) was repealed by the
| egal Imm gration Reformand | nm grant Responsibility Act of 1996

I

(I''RIRA) effective April 1, 1997. Because this case was in
transition at the time the IIRIRA was passed, 8 US. C
8§ 1105a(a)(4) is still applicable under the terns of the

transitional rules contained in 8§ 309(c) of the IlR RA



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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